Aquatic insect responses to stream restoration. How do we define success?
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Introduction

Overview observations and summaries following construction of new stream channels.
Stream channel reconfiguration or restoration is Figure 2. Same stream two years following restoration. Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4
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Biological success criteria initially proposed in the EPA grant are

being tested as long-term data are collected. These criteria are What have we learned?

listed below (and compared in the overview table).

O Nearly ' of the projects we looked at did not improve when compared to
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Gk 2 7o Dol fish Ing@ertmn (DIC vt IpSptn background conditions one and two years after construction.

reference conditions.

O Data from only % of these projects suggested that community structure
continue to improved two and three years after construction compared to
the previous investigation.

0 50% DIC if ecoregional data are used (upstream reference
data not appropriate).

O Reestablishment of “Keystone” or indicator taxa. This

/ o ; O Proposed “success” criteria have not been met at any projects even after
particular criteria will need further testing.

4 years of post-construction monitoring.

Nc STATE U N IV E R S |TY O More experimental projects are needed. Need to look at the

improvements in downstream water quality (i.e. Payne Dairy Project).

0 Much more work needs to be done with indicator (or keystone) taxa and
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Eor EWaar their specific habitat requirements before they can be used as success
‘echnology Center criteria.

STATE UNIVEHSIT

E [ § COOPERATIVE
e = I s EXTENSION
: |:.L,m},m,m A i et Koot




